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Minutes 
Faculty Meeting 
School of Arts and Sciences 
Members Present: Mark Anderson, Keiko Andress, Erich Blossey, Alexander 
Boguslawski, William Boles, Richard Bommelje, Rita Bornstein, Wendy 
Brandon, Sharon Carnahan, Carolyn Carpan, Barbara Carson, Robert Carson, 
Roger Casey, Gloria Child, James Child, Gloria Cook, J. Thomas Cook, 
Daniel Crozier, Donald Davison, Joan Davison, Philip Deaver, Nancy Decker, 
Hoyt Edge, D. Larry Eng-Wilmot, Richard Foglesong, Elise Friedland, Greg 
Gardner, Lynda Glennon, Eileen Gregory, Michael Gunter, Clarence Hardy, 
Paul Harris, Jennifer Henton, Scott Hewitt, Alicia Homrich, John Houston, 
Gordon Howell, Constance Hudspeth, Richard James, Jill Jones, Roy Kerr, 
David Kurtz, Harry Kypraios, Susan Lackman, Thomas Lairson, Patricia 
Lancaster, Carol Lauer, Barry Levis, Susan Libby, Richard Lima, Lee Lines, 
Brian Lofman, Ruth Mesavage, Robert Moore, Thomas Moore, Marvin 
Newman, Kathryn Norsworthy, Maurice O'Sullivan, Thomas Ouellette, Twila 
Papay, Pedro Pequeno, Roger Ray, David Richard, Donald Rogers, Edward 
Royce, Scott Rubarth, Judy Schmalstig, Rachel Simmons, Anne Skelley, James 
Small, Marilyn Stewart, Kenna Taylor, Lisa Tillmann-Healy, Larry Van 
Sickle, Richard Vitray, Anca Voicu, Debra Wellman, Gary Williams, Yusheng 
Yao, Wenxian Zhang 
Guests: Trace Meek, Stewart Parker, Glenn Fleming 
Date: December 6, 2000 
Time: 12:46 p.m. 
I. Approval of Minutes 
The minutes of the November 16, 2000 faculty meeting were approved as 
distributed. 
II. Announcements and Information 
A. Health Insurance 
Martinez said that everyone wanting to enroll in the new insurance plan 
must fill out the appropriate form and turn it in by Friday, December 15. 
B. Art Show 
Simmons announced the Student Fall Art Show. 
C. Winter workshops 
Chadwick announced the programs for the intersession sponsored by the 
Johnson Center. Information will be sent by email to all faculty. 
D. Diversity issues 
Norsworthy said that the diversity taskforce is attempting to schedule 
January 9 faculty workshop on bringing diversity into the classroom. A 
film about Japanese internment is also scheduled for January 12. 
E. Provost Search 
Griffin stated that candidates will be interviewed next week off campus 
and finalists should be invited to interview on campus in late January or 
early February. 
F. Faculty Retirement Policy 
Lancaster discussed a quality of teaching and compensation package to 
address the problem of compression and bring salaries in line with other 
institutions like ours. A number of searches going currently underway to 
fill visiting and vacant tenure-track positions. 
Lancaster also informed the faculty of the new retirement policy. The 
college did not have one before; it was more "like let's make a deal." 
Beginning in the spring semester, faculty can receive a standard retirement 
package. It will be based on ability to take retirement benefits at age sixty 
and also the date when social security begins. Payments will be made 
over two fiscal years which will allow departments to hire replacements 
rather than the situation in the past where the burden of cost often was 
bourn by the department unable to replace retiree that first year. Because 
of the numbers expected to retire in the next couple of years, college 
cannot afford to go beyond 80% of base salary. 
O'Sullivan expressed concern about the policy. He felt that there should 
have been discussions about proposed retirement policies. The practice 
has been in place for quite some time that a retiring faculty member 
receives full salary for one year. This new policy is quite out of keeping 
with that approach. There should have had full and open discussion of 
these benefits. He felt that is was problematic that it had not been 
discussed with the faculty. The proposal sounded more like a corporate 
downsizing model especially given the short space of time a faculty 
member has this year to make a decision. He was particularly concerned 
that there was no retirement benefit for anyone over 71. 
Lancaster felt that the administration had worked out a fair policy very 
quickly. Lauer suggested that she establish a bulletin board if discussion 
goes beyond limits of the meeting. Newman felt that policy was an insult 
to the faculty. It does not really recognize the contributions of the faculty. 
He felt the amount of the benefit was also an insult especially considering 
the fact that fringe benefits are not provided. O'Sullivan suggested that 
there should be a vote of the sense of the faculty. Blossey argued that the 
other factor is that in many cases the worst faculty in the past were given 
the largest package to encourage them to leave. Lairson thanked Newman 
and O'Sullivan for their moderate tone. J Davison said that the Finance 
and Service Committee had been invo Ive in past discussion and had 
recommended that a policy not be set in stone. She said that this year the 
Finance and Service Committee had not been involved at all in these 
discussions, and many in the committee had just learned about it. Kurtz 
said that old practice could no longer be sustained because of the number 
of retirements. Also most institutions like us do not have a policy like the 
proposed one. He said that the administration needed to get something in 
place quickly to qualify for this year. Griffin asked if the old policy didn't 
linked retirement with a sabbatical. Kurtz said that under the new 
proposal that linkage will no longer present. That situation will not arise 
in the next couple of years. Kerr felt that a full-year retirement package 
would be recouped within three years based on a new faculty salary. 
Kurtz argued that there was a conflict with the need to submit a balanced 
budget to Board of Trustees each year. Nassif said he was distressed 
about the timetable. For four years, Edmondson had been asked to work 
up policy. Now we have to rush a decision to take advantage of the full 
benefit in a few short months. And now we have only a few minutes to 
discuss the policy. He moved that the retirement policy be suspended 
until the faculty discussion the proposal further. Taylor wondered what the 
impact would be on those planning to retire this year. Carnahan felt that 
the policy unfairly penalized those who delayed retirement. She asked if 
the policy had an impact on a retired faculty member teaching as an 
adjunct. Kurtz said that it would have no bearing on adjunct teaching. 
The motion to suspend the policy carried. Lairson felt that the 
administration needed to take a close look at this policy because of 
pernicious implications of certain aspects of it. Newman expressed 
concern about any contractual relations with TIAA-CREF or Fidelity 
about limited the ability of a faculty member to withdraw money from his 
or her retirement plan unless fully retired. Gregory wanted to have the 
information about restrictions on the various retirement plans before the 
colloquium. 
III. Reports 
A. Proposed IT Concentration 
Lauer presented the proposal and stated that it was different from other 
concentrations. Lloyd had been asked by Edmondson about the possibility 
of an IT concentration. It would be linked to a specific departmental 
major or minor for purposes of the practicum. It cannot stand on its own. 
D Davison wondered when it would become available. Anderson 
explained that if department wants to connect to the IT concentration, it 
must submit a proposal and rationale stating why major should have this 
option available. The proposal would then be approved by AAC rather 
than by the entire faculty. Rodgers worried about the impact on internship 
programs. Lloyd said that it would not create a problem according to 
Sherry Fischer. 
IV. New Business 
A. General Education Requirements 
Lauer felt that most could be handled as a block but several must be 
debated separately. Kerr concerned about the time constraints of the 
meeting because of the hour. Lauer said that it was possible to postpone 
the controversial ones to another faculty meeting. Anderson presented the 
goals and assessment for each of the requirements. He projected that the 
faculty will have to make changes next year and should consider this set of 
assessment criteria as working documents. Griffin asked which group will 
approve courses to fulfill each requirement. Anderson said that AAC will 
set up individual committees for each general education requirement. 
Carnahan asked what impact it will have on courses this year. Anderson 
stated that it will not have an impact this year and will begin with courses 
next academic year. Gregory wondered if all of the stated goals would 
have to be met in each course. Lauer said that it depends on the actual 
wording of the requirement, but in most cases it will. 
Foglesong wondered how courses will be approved. Will it be based on 
the syllabus alone? Anderson said a form would be created that required 
an argument of it would satisfy the general education requirement. 
Evaluation of success will be based on reports submitted by each 
instructor. Lofman wondered about consistency in standards. Anderson 
felt that it was rather vague at this point but probably will be tightened up 
later. Casey said that evaluation made on an institutional basis, not on 
each individual course. No problem exists if there is a variety of 
standards. 
O' Sullivan stated that the SACS process is never ending. Ifwe follow the 
procedure in good faith then SACS will be satisfied. He wondered if 
courses will be grand fathered. Anderson said that every course will have 
to be approved anew. Kerr concerned about the timetable if all courses 
will have to be approved for next year. He also felt that there had not been 
an opportunity for the faculty to discuss the descriptions let alone goals 
and standards. Now we will have small groups approving what courses 
will meet each requirement. Gregory agreed with Kerr and felt that there 
needs to be full faculty involvement. She wondered what the backup plan 
will be if not enough courses are approved to fulfill the requirement. 
Casey argued that we must pass the package now because we need a paper 
trial to meet SACS requirements. He expressed concern about sanctions if 
we do not move forward. Rogers pointed to the "V" requirement and the 
fact that serious discussion of changes only occurred when the faculty 
involved got to the discussion about standards. We have not had an 
opportunity for a full faculty discussion about the implications of the 
requirements. 
Mesevage wondered about the impact on individual courses. Anderson 
said that it was a general assessment, not on individual courses. 
Foglesong argued that it must come back to the individual faculty 
member. Levis wondered if it would not then encourage grade inflation. 
Williams felt there was a need to have two faculty meetings to discuss all 
the requirements. Anderson felt that since not all of the requirements were 
controversial is was not necessary to discuss all of them. Newman felt the 
faculty should have one mega-meeting to discuss the whole thing. Casey 
suggested that a process had already taken place to discuss the individual 
requirements for those interested in participating. O'Sullivan contended 
that those meetings were focused on setting goals and standards rather 
than trying to define the requirement itself He expressed concern that the 
faculty did not have a commitment to the general education requirements. 
Gregory had been on sabbatical and wondered if the faculty had had a 
philosophical discussion last year. 
Fogelsong suggested establishing a consent agenda and than pull those 
requirements on which faculty want further debate. Casey felt that was a 
good idea but need to set the number of faculty who could pull a particular 
requirement. But we must do something with the requirements that we 
now have. Fogelsong moved to put all on consent agenda and that two 
faculty could pull a requirement from the agenda. Vitray moved to have 
only one. Gregory opposed since a faculty member should be able to get 
someone else to go along. Jones and Small agreed. Vitray withdrew his 
amendment. The question was called and the motion carried. 
V. Adjournment 
The meeting adjourned at 2:20 pm. 
Respectfully Submitted, 
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R. Barry Levis 
Vice President 
